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TT. RFTATPn APPRALS AND TNTRRFRREHCES 

There arc no related iippeals or interferences for the above-referenced patent appHcauon. 

in. STATUS OF CTJVIMS 

Claims 1-7, 9-16, 18-26, 28-35, 37-45. 47-54, 56 and 57 are pending in the application. 
Claims 8, 17, 27, 36, 46, and 55 have been cancelled 

Claims 1-7, 9-16. 18-26, 28-35, 37-45, 47-54. 56 and 57 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C 
§l03(a) as being unpatentable in view of U,S. Patent No. 6,067,551 to Brown et al. (Brown), U.S. 
Patent No- 6,342,906 to Kumar et al. (BCumar), and U.S. Patent No. 6,195,751 to Caronni. 

All of the above rejecdons are being appealed. 

TV. STATUS QF AMENDMENTS 

Appellants attempted to add new claims 58-60 after die final Office Action. Such claims had 
limitations ^itrin^r to diose in original dependent claims 16, 35, and 54. Nonetheless, die 
amendments were not entered based on a statement providing: 

though the new claims are similar to previously presented tkims. dicy depend on cbims diuc 
arc very diffeteat. 

While Appellants disagree with such an asserdon, for purposes of the Appeal and to expedite 
prosecurion, Appellants will forego entry of the amendments. Accordingly, no amendments to die 
claims have been entered subsequent to die final Office Action. 

V. SUMMARY QF CT ATMED SUBJECT MATTER 

Independent daims 1, 12, 20, 31, 39, and 50 are generally directed to collaborating access to 
a drawing document on a server (see paragraph [0003] and [0007]). Independent claims 1, 20 and 39 
are directed towards the server perspective while claims 12, 31, and 50 ate directed towards a 
client/colkboracor perspective. However, boda groups of claims contain similar limicauoDs. 

All of the d n^^ft provide that a drawing document is stored on a server (see paragraph 
[0017], FIG. 1, and [0123]) and collaborators may view and work simultaneously on the server-based 
drawing document (see paragraph [0017], FIG. 1. [0021], [0022], [0037], [0122], FIG. 4, and [0123]). 
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AU of the claims further piovidc that the coUaboratois yiew changes to the document made by other 
collaborators in real time (see paiagraph [OOIT], [0021], [0022], [0037], FIG. 4, [0121], [0123]). In aU 
of the claims, such real-time viewing is enabled using heartbeat commands (see paragraph [0015], 
[0037], [0044], [0079]-[0092], [0124], FIG. 4). The heartbeat command, as set forth in aU of the 
independent claims, is a command that is regulaxly cransmirted at defined incenrals (see paragraph 
[0096], [0125]). All of the independent claims fimher provide that the heartbeat command 
comprises a command (by one collaborator) to modify the drawing document (see paragraph [0022], 
[0121], [0124], and nG.4). 

Independent claims t, 20, and 39 provide the additional step where the server disrributes dae 
command (to modify the drawing document) to other collaborators as part of an additional/ second 
heartbeat command (see paragraph [0125] and FIG. 4). In this regard, dependent claims 13, 32, and 
51 provide a similar limitation in that a second command is received by a collaborator that is part of 
a second heartbeat command transmitted fi:om another collaborator via the server (see paragraph 
[0125] and FIG. 4). 

Accordingly, under aU of the independent daims, the server maintains the document and 

enables simultaneous real-nme viewing of die document uising commands that are regularly 

transmitted at de&ied intervals. 

Dependent claims 2, 21, and 40 provide that the server also maintains a history of 

modifications to the drawing document 

Dependent claims 3, 22, and 41 depend on claims 2, 21, and 40 rcspecdvely and furdier 

provide diat the history is used to support an undo command. Similarly, dependent claims 14, 33, 

and 52 also provide that the command is an undo command- 
Dependent claims 4, 23, and 42 depend on claiiTis 2, 21, and 40 rcspecdvely and provide that 

the history is used to recommunicate modifications to the two or more collaborators. 

Dependent rWmsi 5, 24, and 43 provide that the server maintains a record of the 

collaboration session including the name, ntimbers, an status of the two Or more collaborators. 

Dependent claims 6, IS, 25, 34, 44, and 53 provide that the command is an XMI^ command- 
Dependent claims 7, 26, and 45 provide that the two or more collaborators all have write 

access for the drawing during the coUaboradon session. 
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Dependent claims 9, 28, and 47 provide for geneiatrng an idcnofier for the conunaad diatis 
distributed with die conunand to die session collaborators. 

Dependent claims 10, 18, 29, 37, 48, and 56 all provide that die command specifies an object 
identifier for an object in die dravetng document that is modified 

Dependent claims 11, 19, 30, 38, 49, and 57 aH provide for an extensible set of 3D modeling 
tools that can be used to modify the drawing docnmenL 

Dependent claims 16, 35, and 54 provide for displaying a collaboration palette that provides 
information relating to die collabowtors in die colkboradon session. 

VT. GRQUNTDS OF REJECTION TO BE RKVIE \)yED ON APPEAL 

Whedier claims 1-7, 9-16, 18-26, 28-35, 37-45, 47-54, 56 and 57 are unpatentable under 35 
U,S,C. § 103(a) as being tendered obvious by . U.S. Patent No. 6,067,551 to Brown, U.S. Patent No. 
6,342,906 to Kumar, and U.S. Patent No. 6,195,751 to Caronni. 



VTI. ARCyUMENT 

A. Independent Claims 1. 20. and 39 Are Patentable O ver Tlie Prior Art 
The final Office Action rejected independent claim 1 as follows: 

With regard to claim 1, Biown teaches a method of collaborating users access to a document 
on » network (sec cohimn 2, Uncs 48-(S5), sionng a document on a server (see coluiiui 2, lines 56-61), 
receiving a request, in the server, TO open the document (ftee column 10, lines 65 through column 11, 
line 3), estabHshing a collaboration session where the server pennies two or more users to work 
simultaneously across a network on a docxwnem stored on the server (see column 2, lines 4^-65), 
receiving a command to modify die document horn a first user in the session (see colwnn 3, lines 30- 
34), ;md die server distribunng the command to modify to the odier ones of the collaborators in the 
session (see column 4, lines 7-2d), Brown, however, doesn't cxpUddy state that the document being 
shared is a drawing document, Kumar teaches as system of collaborating widi a group of users on a 
project (^ee cohamn 3, lines 33-51), similar to diat of Brown, but furdicr teaches die data in the shared 
workspace being a drawing document (see column 3, lines 39-51). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, having the teadiings of Brown and Kumar before him at the dme the 
invendon was made to modify the collaborating system of Brown to share drawing documents* One 
would have been motivated to make such a combination because Brown states diat the system can be 
implemented widi other types of documents, \dicrc a drawing document as uied in Kumar is an 
obvious choice. Brown furthcc teaches, in column 1, lines 45-55, diat the user regularly ac^sses 
commOA documents from the server, but doesn't specifically teach collaborators communicating the 
modifications of documents through the use of heartbeat commands regularly transmitted at defined 
intervals, Caionni teaches a system in \^iiich there is a g^oup collaboration session between a plurality 
of u$ers, in which revision information is passed between users (see column 6, lines 4-19 and column 
12, lines 15-25), similar to that of Brown and Kumar, but further teaches, the transmission of updated 
revised information being transmitted by regukdy transmitted heartbeat messages (see column 11. line 



4 



PAGE 7/31 ' RCVD AT 11/29/2005 5:55:02 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/28 * DNlS:27383flO ' CSID:+13106418798 ' DURATION (mm-ss):06-12 



11-29-2005 03:11PM FROM-Gatas & Cooper LLP 



+13106418798 



T-650 P. 008 



F-880 



61 through column 12, line 52). It would have bfien obvious to one of ordmnry skill b the arr, having 
the Teachings of Brown, Kumai, and Caionni bcfoie liim ai the time die invention was made to 
modi^ die notification system of Biown and Kumar to include the user of heanbeai commands, as 
did Caronni One would have been motivated to make such a combiaation because in a system in 
which the current document mu^t be kept up to date with the most current version of a document a 
regularly transmitted signal (such as heartbeat messages) would piovide continual updating. 

Independent claims 20 and 39 were rejected on neariy identical grounds. Accordingly, the 
arguments sec fortb below apply equally to claims 1, 20, and 39, 

Brown merely describes a word processing program module having a multi-user editing 
capability provided for by tbe arilization of a muld-user control ffle (MCF) diat is created when a 
document is first accessed. Thus, a5 admitted in the 0£&ce Action, Brown fails to address 
collaboration on a drawing document. F\uthcr, as clearly illustrated throughout Brown, Brown 
merely enables the use of duplicate copies on a local client. The users edit their respective local 
copies. Thereafter, the only time diat the word processing document is updated with the server and 
the other users is when a user saves a change to a document locally. (See col 2, lines 48- col. 3, line 
6). 

Thus, unlike the present claims. Brown fails to provide for the use of a regularly transmitted 
heartbeat command that is sent by the client to the server. Instead, Brown is forced to ^vait until a 
local clit!nt saves a local copy thereby causing a reconciliation process to begin. Such processing in 
Brown fails to provide for real-time simultaneous viewing and working with a document. In this 
regard. Brown fiiils to provide for a "collaboration" session as used in the claims. Instead, Brown 
merely describes sharing access to a document 

The Kvmaar reference also fails to cure the defects of Brown. Firsdy, Kumar fiails to teadi 
the use of a server to maintain and store the drawing document during the collaboration as claimed. 
Secondly, Kumar &ils to teach, describe, or suggest, imphcitly or explicitly, the use of a heartbeat 
command that is transmitted at regular defined intervals as claimed. Instead, Kumair teaches the 
completion ^e., fully processing) of a modification (and any update engendered by it). Once 
completed, a serialized modificarion is sent to a collaborator (see coL 6, lines 58-67). Thus, Kumar 
does not teach the claimed transmission of a regular command at a defined interval. 

The final Office Action admits that both Brown and Kumar fail to teach the hearbcat 
QOtnmand. of the present claims. Instead, the Action relies on Caronni to teach the system. 
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However, Caronni fails in numerous aspects and actually teaches a^x^ay &om the invention as 
claimed. The primary differeacc between Caronni and the present invention relates to what die 
heartbeat command consists o£ As specifically claimed, the heartbeat comprises "a command to 
modify the drawing document", Caronni completely fiails ro teach such a heartbeat command- 
Instead, Caronm's heartbeat command is merely a message than distributes a key to perform key 
translations diat enables multiple collaborators to view collaboration messages (see coL 11, lines IS- 
IS). Caronni's detailed description consistendy states that die heartbeat commands relate to the 
transmission of the keys used to decode/encrypt the acmal collaboration messages (sec col 11, lines 
15-18, coL 11. line 51-coL 12. line 25, col. 12. lines 40-52. col. 13, lines 16-20, coL 13, lines 52-54, 
coL 13, line 66-col. 14, line 2, coL 14, line 8-29, coL 18, lines 49-55, etc.). As an example, coL 12, 
lines 15-25 provide; 

The heaitbcat contains &>t each key the k<;/s ID (e,g., a bit-value pair dcscnbing the key's 
locadoii in database 300), version infoimatioia, and revision informatioii. In the dismbuted flat 
implementation die heartbeat message also inchides die owaer ID for each key. In eady phases of 
group construcdon in die distributed flat implemcntatton no previous common key e^diis, multiple 
creations of the same key are resolved as descnbed below vith lespecr to leave operadons, excepi that 
a unicast connection is opened between the key holders to establish a previous key. 

As can be seen from the above text, Caronoi^s heartbeat clearly relates to a key distribution 
system. In &ct, nowhetc in Caronni is there any descriptioil or stoggestion, explicit or implicit, that 
the heartbeat command contnins a modification to a drawing or any substantive text. Instead, 
Caroimi consistendy states that die keys received as part of the heartbeat cotnmand are used to 
encrypt actual data (see coL 14, lines 8-29). Further, coL 14, lines 23-26 specifically states that the 
keys arc transmirted separately fix)m the data itself. In this regard. Appellants also note that die 
present specification distinguishes the heartbeat cormnand as claimed from commands relating to 
version informarion, establishing a session* etc. (sec pages 13-38 of die present invention). 

In addition to the above, Appellants submit that Caronni actually teaches away from die 
present inventiott Specifically, in the prescndy claimed invention, the collaboration session allows 
collaborators to view and work simultaneously wherein the collaborators can view modifications to 
the drawing (made by anodier collaborator) in real time. As part of this collaboration process, the 
heartbeat command is used to send the modifications to the drawing. Accordingly^ if a particular 
collaborator does not view or ignores a heartbeat command, the collaborator may not view, in real 
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time, the modificsitions xo the drawing documeat. Such colkboratioix and viewing of modifications 
CO a drawing cannot be accomplished widi Caronni's heartbeat command Instead, since Caronm's 
heartbeat command relates to kcy$ for collaborators in a collaboration session, coL 12, lines 48-52 
specifically provides; 

The prospective new parricipant is only interested in at most W of the hcanbcat messages 
and coUecTs a labk of owners of keys wliich hc needs, and which are owned by diffeienr pardcipants. 

Thus, in Caronni, certain heartbeat command may be ignored by participants. In tliis regard, 
parridpantfi may only be interested in a subset of the heartbeat tnessages and not all of them. Such a 
teaching is clearly distinguishable and teaches away fi:om the present invention. Again, Caronm's 
heartbeat commands are specifically used as part of the key distribution and management system. In 
this regard, Caronni's heartbeats do not compnse a "modificadon to the drawing document" as 
claimed. 

In response to the above arguments set forth in response to the final Office Action, the 
Advisory Action provides: 

The ofifice fuitker fitand by its' intcrpictsdon diat the Heartbeat commands (as described in 
column 11, line 60 through column 12, line 15) of Caronni aie analogous (o those in the daimed 
invention- 
Appellants respectfully disagree with and traverse such an assertion. CoL 11, line 50-coL 12, 
line 15 provides: 

Hence, the initial partidpant generates the keys it would have teceived from the group manager 118 in 
the centralized flat approach. The inidal parddpani 101 starts a heartbeat announcing itself and the 
feet diat it is holder for the keys ic just generated- Each participant 101 that is a key holder 
performs a regular heaxdieflt sending out a message containing its view of the newest keys. Optionally, 
die heartbeat includes a short him^y of previous keys, as an automatic icttansmi&sion in case some 
messages were lost. Each participant 101 that has recently has created a. key, will consider iiself a key 
holder of the created key €0 long as it holds the newest version of that key. When a participant 
received a heartbeat superseding it Own (i^. a heartbeat iocKiding a newer verHion of a key of which it 
considers itSielf a key holder), diai partidpant -wwIl cease to consider itself a key holder of that key. 
Over time the distributed flat implementation reaches a srable state in which hearrbeat messages 
produced by different key holders are equal. This results in a small number of messages being sent out 
in a regular fiishion, in addition to the reeking messages. The newcomer also has to verify that the 
admitting node is imstworthy, if it does not want to risk a "msin-in-ihe-middle" (or other impostor) 
attack. 

As can be seen from the above text, Caronni merely describes a heartbeat command that 
announces itself and the fact that it is a key holder. The cited portion also provides chat ±e 
heartbeat may include a short history of previous keys. Again, Caioimi's heartbeat commands are 
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stiicdy limited zo keys »nd a Icey and distrLbutdon management system- Neither die Advisory Acuon 
nor any of die prior Office Action has disputed such an interpretation of Caronni- Instead, the 
Actions sumimrily provide diat such a heartbeat is analogous ro die claimed heartbeat. However, 
the claimed heartbeat specifically provides daat it is a command to modify die drawing document. 
Caronni^s heartbeat is not a command to modify a drawing document but merely contains a key 
used in a key management system. There is not even a remotely similaricy between such a system as 
described in Caronni and that set forth expliddy in the present ckims. 

In addition. Appellants also note that in die present invention, die server maintains the 
drawing document and receives the heartbeat command widi die modification to die drawing 
document. In response, die server transmits die modification as part of a second heartbeat 
command to other collaborators in the session. Such a structure is not even remotely suggested in 
Caronni. 

Caronni sets fonh two different types of collaboration sessions. In one type of session 
(referred to as a distributed flat implementation), multiple users collaborate witii each odier in a 
distributed environment. In such a scenario, no single server or location is used for a drawing 
document. Furdier, every participant has knowledge of group membership, and sO every participant 
includes storage space for holding keying information shared with group members (see coL 5, lines 
48-55). In die second type of session (referred to as a centcaliaed flat implementation), 
communication is unidirectional wherein a single person transmits or broadcasts to a group (see col. 
7, lines 59-63). Thus, under either implementation, Caronni fiails to teach a server receiving and dien 
distributing heartbeat commands with drawing changes (as claimed). Again, die current ckims 
provide for any one of die collaborators to modify a drawing document and send the modification 
as part of a heartbeat command to a server which dien distributes the modification as part of a 
second heartbeat command to die remaining collaborators. No such structure or model is used in 
eidier of Caronni's implementations. Instead, Caronni's heartbeat commands arc sent from one 
participant to another participant (m the distributed flat implementation) or from one sender to 
everyone (under the centralized flat implementation). Accordingly, Caronni (and the other cited 
references) fail to teach the use and implementation of the heartbeat commands as spccificaEy 
claimed- 
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In response no these arguments previously aubmitted, the Advisory Action merely provides: 

Vt^th icspecr co die applicant argaing ihau Caronni fails to tmch u server receiving and 
discributing heartbeat commands. It is niaincained by ihc office diat Caronni teaches the vse of 
hcanbeac commands^ and an embodiment where a centralized entity is used for participant 
commwueation (see column 6, lines 5-43). 

Appellants respectfully disagree and uaverse such an assertion. As stated above, the present 
claims provide a unique sequence of events whereby a server receives a heartbeat command (that 
comprises a command to modify a drawing document) from one collaborator and the distributes the 
command to modify the drawing document as part of a second heartbeat co mman d to other 
collaborators. Carormi Ms to teach such a sequence of events. Instead, in die centralized flat 
implementation, an entity designated as a sender sends the commands to a group of parddpants. 
However, what is lacking is the content of such a second heartbeat command. As stated above, the 
claims provide that the second heaxd^eat consists of a command lo modify a drawing document. 
No such coromand exists in Caronni. Instead, Caionni's single entity merely performs access 
control and communication with a group key management component to inform it of joins and 
leaves (see col. 7, line 59-col. 8, line 5). Such a teaching is not similar nor docs it teach, disclose, or 
suggest, implicitly or expliddy, the various steps and limitations of those steps as set forth in dae 
present claims. 

In view of the above^ Appellants submit that these independent claims are patentable over 
the dted references. 

B. Tndependen i- riaiTnc 1 2, 31, and 50 are Patentable Over r he Prior Art 
Independent claims 12. 31, and 50 were rejected on nearly identical grounds to that of daims 

1, 20, and 39 (excluding ihe description of the second heartbeat command). Accordingly, Appellant 
reasserts the arguments above with respect to these independent claims. 

C. Dependent Claims 13. 32. and ,^1 Are Patentable Over The Prior Arc 

These dependent claims add limitations to independent claims 12, 31, and 50 relating to the 
second heartbeat command as described above with respect to independent claims 1, 20, and 39. 
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Accordingly, AppeUants reassert ttc arguments relating to such a second heartbeat command 
contaiaed above relating to independent claims 1, 20, and 39, 

D. Dr^pendent Claims 2. 21 , and 40 Are Nor Separately Ar^cd 

E. Dependent Claims 3, 22. and 41 Ar e Not Separately Argued 

F. De pendent n^img 4^ 23, and 42 Are Not Sepai- atelv Argued 

G. Dependent Claims 5. 24 and 43 Arc Nor Sepatateh Argued 

H. Dependent Claims 6. 1 5. 25. 34. 44. and 5^ Are Patentable Over The Prior Art 
Dependent claims 6, 15, 25, 34, 44, and 53 provide that the command is an XML command. 

In rejecting these claims, the Office Action merely refers to coL 18, lines 12-27 of Brown that merely 
states that no particular programming language is required and that many may be used. The final 
Office Action then concludes that XML would be an obvious choice for the network based 
application. 

Appellants respectfully disagree and traverse the rejection. Namely, the claims specifically 
provide that the command to modify a drawing docutnent is an XML command. It is clear that 
Brown completely fails to disclose XML in any manner, explicitly or implidtLy. In addition. 
Appellants note that the Patent Office has not taken Official Notice of XML or the use of XML as 
set forth in the claims, Agaitl, the claims provide for using XML in a particular manner in 
connection with a particular typo of command as set forth in the claims. Nothing in Brown or die 
odier cited references even remotely allude to XML or the use of XML as claimed. 

In view of die above. Appellant respectfully requests reversal of the rejections. 

I. Dependent Claims 7, 2fi- and 45 Are Not Separat<?lv Argued 
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J. Dependent Claims 9. 2ft , nnH 47 Are Not Separat ely Arpned 

K: Dependent Claims 10. 18. 29. 37. 48. and 5 fi Are Pateniablp Over The Prior A.rt 
Dependent claims 10, 18. 29, 37, 48, nnd 56 aU provide that tiie command specifies an object 

idendfier iox an object in the drawing document that is modified. 

In rejecting these dailns, the final Office Action submits that col 4, lines 6-27 of Brown 

describes the tracking and saving of edited versions that contain id numbers. CoL 4, lines 6-27 

provide: 

In yet atiotkei: aspect of the presfint inveniion, a computer-readable medium is d^ctibcd on 
which is srored a computer progiam for implcmcnting simultaneous, multi-usci editing of the master 
copy of a document stored in memory of a shared server. Hic computer piogiam insmicnons, v^h&a 
executed, create a multi-uiier control fUe on the lihared server which Ls associated wiiK the master copy 
of the document when the master copy is first accessed by a remote user. The computer program also 
cceateb a duplicate local copy of the document fox each remote user. Thereafter, the multi-user control 
file assigns the master copy of the document and the local copies of the document a version identifier 
number. Once the version identifiers arc assigned, the multi-user control file tracks the version 
identifiers of the local copies of the document in order to control the timing of the various saving 
acdons of the users as edits arc saved. The end result of executing the program instrucnons is the 
maintenance of an updated master copy of the document diat reflects the latest edits saved by the 
plurality of users as the u«ers simultaneously access and edit the master copy of the document. 

As can be seen firom this text. Brown does not even remotely describe objects within a 
drawing. In feet, Brown does not relate to drawing documents whatsoever. Without even referring 
to a drawing document. Brown cannot possibly teach or render obvious an object within a drawii>g 
document. Further, the above paragraph refers to versions and id numbers. Such versions and id 
numbers axe not objects within a drawing that axe modified. Instead, such an id number is merely 
die version of a document that is edited. 

The claims specificaEy provide that the command to modify the drawing document specifies 
an object identifier for an object in the drawing document that is modified. Nowhere in Brown is 
there even a remote suggestion of such a drawing document, object^ or modified object. 
Accordingly^ Appellants respectfully request reversal of dae rejection of these claims. 

L. De pendent Claims 1 1. 19. ^0. 38. 49, and 57 Are Pat entable Over The Prior Art 
Dependent claims 11, 19. 30, 38, 49, and 57 all provide for an extensible set of 3D modeling 
tools that can be used to modify the drawing document. 
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These claims arc specific in that the drawing document may be modified based on a set of 
tools. The set of tools are 3D modeling tools. In addition, the set of tools iite extensible^ In 
rejecting diese claims, the Office Action rehes on Kumar coL 3, lines 3 and 39-51 and coL 4, lines 
10-24 accompanied by the statement that the text describes a drawing document \^ih a tlircc- 
dimensional view which is editable by a drawing tool. CoL 3» line 39-51 provides: 

The inveation provides a mtchanism for a consisrcnt, real-iime collaboradon environment 
in which any Type of data can be shared in a common wodi space. In this invention, aseis connected 
to the syfitem and engaged in n colbboi;«tve session shajrc a common wofk space that is presented via 
each user's computer connected through a network- The data in the shared work space can be 
anything; eg,, a spreadsheet an image, a simple text file, a teatc document, a drawing, a project 
schedule, a thicc-dimcnsional view, or any custom data- The •woik space for each participant is kept 
synchronized \oith everyone else. Thi* can be done eirher through peer to peer messaging between the 
dients or through one or more servers. 

Col. 4, lines 10-24 provtdt!: 

As shown in FIG. 2, the invention uses an annotation layer for handling the discussion 
mode on top of any syncbioniiEcd work space. The annotation layer appears as a tmnsparent graphical 
object that covers the shared window displaying the synchronised application and the shared data. 
E>uring the discussion mode, it appears to the user as if the application is covered by this transparent 
layer, and any mouse, keyboard Or other input is caught by this layer. The annotation layer appears to 
handle each user input such as mouse and keyboard events to generate appropriate action such as 
moving a cursor, selecting a drawing tool and marking over an area or placing annotation text- All the 
ami rt ration effects appear on ±e annotation layer itself, independent of the application underneath. 

Such text merely provides that data in a shared work space may be a 3D view. Further, the text 
provides that FIG, 2 shows an annotation layer on top of a synchronised workspace. However, 
nowhere in the text is there any descriprion, implicit or explicit, of a sec of 3D modeling tools, Tlie 
ability to show a 3D view does not even remotely hint at a 3D modeling tool In addition, nowhere 
in the cited text (or the remainder of Kumar) is there a description or suggestion of a set of tools 
that are extensible. 

Appellants note that londer MPEP §2142 and 2143,03 'To establish prima fade obviousness 
of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by die prior art. In re 
Royka, 490 F^d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). "All words in a claim must be con^sidered in 
judging the patentability of daat daim against die prior art'* In re Wilson^ 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 
USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970)." In this regard, the Office Action is merely ignoring the specific 
claim limitations relating to the extensibility of the set of modeling tools. In addition, die Office 
Action fails to address the claim limitations that profvide for a 3D modeling tool and instead refer to 
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a 3D view that may be edited The mere ability to edit a 3D view does not and cannot teach, 
disclose, or suggest a 3D modding tool. Accordingly, the Office Action has failed to set forth a 
prima fade case of obviousness with respect to these depcndem claims. 

In view of the above, Appellanrs respectfully request reversal of the rejections. 

M. Dependent Clam s 1 6, 3.^, and 54 Are Patenti^blr Ovrt The Pn'9r Art 
Dependent «-1^irng 16, 35, and 54 provide for displaying a collaboration palette diat provides 
information relating to the collaborators in tli6 coUaborarion session. 

In rejecting these claims, the Office Action merely provides that tlie limitations relate to 
maintaiaing a record of the collaboiarion session including name, numbers, and statuses of the 
collaboiatois and a record file for a user containing a name, a date/time number, and a loser version 
identifier. However, such a teaching completely fails to address the primary limitation of these 
claims relating to the display of a collaboration palette. In this regard, the mere existence of a record 
or record file completely fails to even remotely describe, suggest, or allude to die display of such 
information to a user in a collaboration session. The display of collaboration user infomiation 
provides a unique abihty to inform collaborators who is currendy in the collaboration session. The 
mere recordation of the taformation in a file to "keep track of the edits fiom each user before the 
edits of one user can be used to overwrite the master copy" (sscc coL 1 1, lines 3-8) is not even 
remotely similar to displaying user information nor does it provide the advantage or abihty to inform 
users of those that are participating in the collaboration session. In this regard, the Office Action 
foils to address specific limitations in the dependent claims. Further, the prior art fails to address 
such limitations. 

In view of the above, Appellants respectfully reqixest reversal of the rejections. 
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N- CQt;i(;:lusiQn 

In light of the above arguments, Appellants respectfully submit chat the cited references do 
not andcipatc nor render obvious the claimed invention. More specifically. Appellants' daims rcdtc 
novel physical features which patentably distinguish over any and all references \inder 35 U-S.C. §§ 
102 and 103. As a result, a decision by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences reversing the 
Examiner and directing allowance of the pending daims in the subject application is respectfully 
solidted* 

Respectfully submitted, 

GATES & COOPKR LLP 
Attorneys fot Applicant(5) 



Date: November 29. 2005 



JSF/bja/tnq 

G&C 30MG.l!;a-US-Ul 



Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, California 90045 
(310) 641^7 



By: /<t^- 




Namef^ason S, Feldmar 
Refi^^o.: 39,187 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

1. A method for collaborating access to a drawing document on a nerwoxk, comprising: 

storing a drawing document on a server; 

i-eceivingj in the server, a request to open the drawing document; 

in response to die request, the senrer establishing a collaboration session, wherein during the 
collaboration session, the server permits rwo or more collaborators to view and work simultaneously 
across the network on the drawing document stored on the server, wherein each of the two or more 
collaborators view, in real time, a modification to tbe drawing document made by another 
collaboraior; 

receiving, in die server, a first heartbeat command regularly transmitted at a defined interval, 
wherein the first heartbeat command comprises a command to modify the drawing document from 
a first one of die collaborators in the collaboration session; and 

the server distriburing the command to modify the drawing document as part of a second 
heartbeat command to other ones of the collaborators in the collaboratioa session. 

2. The method of claim 1, further comprising the server maintaining a history of 
modifications to the drawing document. 

3. The method of daim 2, wherein the history is used to support an undo command. 

4. The mediod of <"laitYi 2, wherein the history is used to recommunicate modifications 
to the two or more collaborators. 
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5. The method of cl^ 1, farther composing ihe server maintaining a record of tlic 
collaboration session including nnme, numbeis, and statuses of tlie two or moj-c collaborators. 

6. The method of claim 1 , wherein the command comprises an extensible markup 
language (XML) command. 

7. The method of claim 1 , wherein the two or rnore collaborators iill have wlite-access 
for the drawing document during the colkboration session- 

8. (CANCELLED) 

9. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
generating an identifier for the command; 

distributing the identifier with the command to the odier collaborators in the collaboration 

session. 

1 0. The method of riaim 1 ^ wherein the command specifies an object identifier for an 
object in tlie drawing document that is modified. 

11. The mediod of claim 1, wherein an extensible set of three dimensional modeling 
tools for modifying the drawing document is supported. 
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12. A method for accessing a drawing document on a nerwoik, comprising: 

joijiing an existing collaboration session comprised of a collaborator on a network, wherein 
during the coUaborarion session^ collaborators in the colkborarion session can view and work 
simultaneously across the networlc on a drawing document stored on a server^ wherein eacli of the 
collaborators in the collaboration session view^ in real time, a modification to the drawing document 
made by another collaborator; and 

transi^tting, to the server, a first heartbeat command regularly ttansmitted at a defined 
interval wherein the first heartbeat command comprises a command to modify die drawing 
document, 

13. The method of H^itn 12, further comprising receiving a second command to modify 
the document as part of a second heartbeat command firom the server wherein the cotnmand was 
originally transmitted ficom another collaborator. 

14. The method of claim 12, wherein the command comprises an undo command. 

15. The method of claim 12, wherein the command comprises an extensible markup 
language (XML) command, 

16- The method of daim 12, further comprising displaying a collaboration palette that 
provides informarion relating to the collaborators in the coUaborarion session, 
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17. (CANCELED) 

18. The method of claim 12, wheroin the command specifies an object identifier for an 
object in die drawing document that is modified. 

19. The method of claim 12, wherein an extensible set of three dimensional modeling 
tools for modifying the drawing document is supported. 

20. An system for collaborating access to a drawing document on a netwotk comprising: 

(a) a server connected to a network and having a memory and a data storage device 
coupled therero; 

(b) a drawing document stored on the server; and 

(c) a computer program, perfonned by the server, the computer program configured to: 
Q receive a request to open the drawing document; 

(ii) in response to the requesi, estabhshing a coUaborarion session, wherein 
during the collaboration session, the computer program permits two or more collaborators 
to view and work simultaneously across the network on die drawing document, wherein 
each of the two or more collaborators view, in real time, a modification to the drawing 
document made by another collaborator; 

^i^ receive a first heartbeat command regularly transmitted at a defined interval 
wherein the first heartbeat command comprises a command to modify the drawing 
document fi:om a first one of the collaborators in the collaboration session; and 
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(iv) distribute the command to modify the drawing document as part of a second 
heartbeat command to other ones of the collaborators in the colkboration session. 

21 . The bTscem of claim 20, wherein the computer program is further configured to 
maintain a history of modifications to the drawing document. 

22. The system of claim 21 , wherein the history is used to support an imdo command 

23. The system of '■^^^i*^ 21, wherein the history is used to recommijnicate modifications 
to the two or more collaborators, 

24. The system of claim 20, wherein the computer program is further configured to 
maintain a record of the colkboration session including name, numbers, and statuses of the nvo or 
more collaborators. 

25. The system of claim 20, wherein the command comprises an extensible markup 
language (XML) command. 

26. The system of claim 20, wherein the two or more collaboratois all have write-access 
for the drawing document during the collaboration session. 

27. (GANCEULED) 
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28. The sptem of rkim 20, wherein the computer program is further configured to: 
generate an identifier for the comtoand; 

distdbute the identifier with die command to the other coUaboracors in tb6 colkboiatton 

session. 

29. The system of claim 20, wherein tiie coznmand specifies an object identifier for an 
object in the drawing document that is modified. 

30. The system of claim 20, whexdn the computer program supports an extensible sec of 
three dimensional modeling tools for modifying die drawing docutnenL 
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31. A system fox accessing a dra^ving document on a network, compiising: 

(a) a collaborator contiectctd to a network and having a memojy and a data storage 
device coupled diercto^ and 

(b) a computet program, performed by the coUaboraror, the computer program 
configured to: 

(i) join an existing collaboration session comprised of a collaborator on a 
network, wherein during the collaboration session, collaborators in die coUaboradon session 
view and work simultaneously across the network on a drawing document stored on a 
server, wherein each of the collaborators view, in real rime, a modification to the drawing 
document made by another collaborator; and 

(ii) transmit, to the server, a first heartbeat command regularly transmitted at a 
defined interval, wherein the first heartbeat command comprises a command to modify the 
drawing document- 

32. The system of '"l^i*^ 31, the computer program further configured to receive a 
second command, as paic of a second heartbeat command, to modify the docimient from the server 
wherein the command was originally transmitted firom another collaborator, 

33. The system of claim 31, wherein the command comprises an undo command, 

34. The system of claim 31, wherein the command comprises an extensible markup 
language piML) concimanA 
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35. Hie sysiem of claim 3 1 . fiirther, wherein die computer program is further configured 
to display colkboradon palette that provides informacioa relating to the collaborators ia the 
collaboration session, 

36. (CANCELLED) 

37. The system of claim 31, whereia the command specifics an object identifiei for an 
object in the drawing document that is modified. 

38. The system of rU\m 31, wherein die computer program supports an extensible set of 
three dimensional modeling toob for modifying die drawing document., 

39. An article of manuficmre comprising a program storage medium readable by a 
computer and embodying one or more instructions executable by the computer to perform a 
method for collaborating access to a drawing document on a network, the method comprising: 

storing a drawing document on a sersreq 

receiving, in the server, a request to open the drawing document; 

in rcspotise to the request, the server establishing a collaboration session, wherein during the 
collaboration session, the server permits two or more collaborators to view and wOrk simultaneously 
across the network on the drawing document stored on the server, wherein each of the two or more 
collaborators view, in real rime, a modification to the drawing document made by another 
collaborator; 
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receiving, in the server, a first heartbeat command regularly transtnitted at a defined interval, 
wherein the first heartbeat command comprises a command to modify the drawing document frora 
a first one of the collaborators in the collaboration session; and 

die server distdbudng the command to modify the drawing document as part of a second 
heartbear command to other ones of the collaborators in the collaboration session. 

40. The article of manufacture of claim 39, wherein doe method further comprises the 
server maintaining a history of modifications to the drawing document. 

41. The article of manu&ctuic of claim 40, wherein the history is used to support aa 
undo command 

42. The article of manufecture of daim 40, wherein the history is used to rccommunicate 
modifications to the two or more colkbotators. 

43. The article of manufacture of daim 39, wherein the method fiarfher comprises the 
server maintaining a record of the collaboration session including name, numbers, and stamses of 
die two or more collaborators- 

44. The artide of manufacture of daim 39, wherdn the command comprises an 
extensible markup language (XML) command, 
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45. The article of manufactme of claim 39, wherein the uwo or mote colkborators all 
have wnte-access for the drawing document during die collaboration session. 

46. (CANCELLED) 

47. The ardcle of manufacture of claim 39, whetein the method further comprises: 
generating an identifier for the command; 

distributing die identifier with the command to the other collaborators in the collaboration 

session. 

48. The arricle of manufacture of ^^j^^rn 39^ wherein the command specifics an object 
identifier for an object ia die drawing document that is modified. 

49. Tlie axride of manufecture of claim 39, wherein the method further comprises 
providing an extensible set of diree dimensional modeling tools for modifying the drawing 
document- 
so. An ardcle of manufacture comprising a program storage medium readable by a 

computer and embodying one or more instracdons executable by the computer to perform a 
method for accessing a drawing document on a network, the method comprising: 

joining an existing collaboration session comprised of a collaborator on a nctwodi, whercm 
during the collaboration session, collaborators in the collaboration session view and work 
simultaneously across the network on a drawing document stored on a server, wherein each of the 
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collaborators view, in real rime, a modification ro the drawing document made by another 
collaborator; and 

transmitdng, to the server, a first heartbeat command regulady transmitted at a defined 
interval, wheicin the first heartbeat command comprises a command to modify the drawing 
document. 

51. The article of manufacmre of claim 50, wherein the method fiinher comprises 
receiving a second command, as part of a second heartbeat command, to modify the document 
&om the served wherein the command was originally transmitted fcom another collaborator. 

52. The article of manufacture of claim 50, wherein the command comprises an undo 
command. 

53. The article of manufiicture of claim SO, wherein the command comprises an 
extensible markup language (XML) command 

54. The article of manufacture of claim 50, wherein the method further comprises 
displaying a coUaborarion palette that provides information relating to the collaborators in the 
collaboration session. 

55. (CANCELLED) 
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56. The article of mariufactuxe of claim 50, wherein the command specifies an object 
idcntifiet for an object in the dtiiwing document that is modified. 

57. The SLcricle of manufacture of claim 50, wherein the method further comprises 
providing an extensible set of diree dimensional modeling cools for modifying the drawing 
document. 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX 



NONE 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

NONE 
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